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INTRODUCTION 
The field of training and development has experienced 
considerable growth and change over the past decade. Some 
contributing factors include the shift from a largely industrial 
economy to a service economy (Naisbitt, 1982), the human relations 
and job enrichment movements (Hersey & Blanchard, 1982) and 
continual introduction of new technology. This large increase in 
training activity over the years has been coupled with equally large 
increases in training expenditures (Cuccarese, 1986). In a 1984 
article, the Training and Development Journal estimated government 
spending at $274 ·mill ion per year (Packer, 1984). In 1986, the 
journal estimated the private sector was spending $5 billion annually 
(Carnevale, 1986). It is apparent that companies are willing to 
invest dollars in the development of their employees. 
With the growing recognition of the importance of training 
to business, 11 communication 11 has also become a buzz word in 
commercial, governmental and industrial organizations. Executives, 
managers and employees alike have come to realize the important 
role of communication in maintaining the everyday operations of 
a professional organization (Wolvin et al., 1980). 
Additiona1ly, in today's society, the role of communication 
is important to businesses that are expanding and growing. 
Specifically, growth adds to the corporations' problems, making 
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it more difficult to effectively communicate everyday decisions down 
the line. "Furthermore, the problem of effective communication may 
be the single most important problem the organization faces because 
effective communication is the sine non quo (essential thing) of an. 
organization" (Wasylik et al., 1976). 
Understanding the importance of communication to business, it 
is little wonder that companies are . placing communication training 
as a high priority. 
Managers, concerned with analyzing communication problems, are 
devising strategies for solving those problems through management 
consultants, new procedures or through training programs. As a 
result, the growing field of training and development reflects 
this concern with an increasing number of workshops devoted to 
improving communication skills (Wolvin et al., 1980). 
BACKGROUND 
Over the past 30 years, research has provided insightful 
information on the importance of good communication in 
organizations. Lull et al. (1955) surveyed 51 presidents of 
America's largest corporations and asked them to express their 
viewpoints on the importance of communication in their companies. 
The results of the study indicated that his subjects perceived 
the following: there is a relationship between communication 
and productivity; the ability to communicate is a combination of 
natural talent and skill that may be developed through training; 
and all levels of management should receive training in methods 
of communication. 
In 1978, Dr. Harold Smith of Brigham Young University 
surveyed members of the Academy of Certified Administrative 
Managers to determine 20 competencies crucial to their jobs. 
Each of the 20 was then rated by 457 members of the academy as 
either super critical, highly critical or critical (Smith, 
1978). The four rated as super critical were all related 
to communicating and working with people. They were also 
considered more important than expertise in the manager's fields. 
Furthermore, the number one cited critical communication skill was 
listening. 
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The importance of good communication skills was also cited in 
a 1980 survey of presidents of Fortune 1000 companies. They 
examined the most anxiety-producing job situations for top-level 
managers. Survey findings indicated failure of employees to 
accept or carry out responsibilities and failure to get critical 
information were the first two choices. Both imply communication 
problems caused by poor listening habits (Mundale, 1980). 
Effective communication skills have also been cited as 
basic to managerial ability. Lull et al., for example, 
stressed the importance of oral communication. 
The effectiveness of management personnel depends a 
a great deal upon ability in oral communication. 
Such ability plays an important role in the selection 
of management people for new and better opportunities. 
(Lull et al., 1955). 
More recent research also emphasizes the importance of 
communication skills. Thomas and Soreno (1980) sought to identify 
4 
the competencies considered most important for management personnel 
in various industries. Their survey research found communication 
skills to be the most needed competency. · They believed once 
competencies were identified, training programs could then be 
developed to meet the needs of the organization. 
Along the same line, researchers from New Mexico State 
University developed a six-part survey which investigated managers' 
relations with the organization, management skills needed at each 
level of management and typical management problems. Responses 
were received from 180 firm managers. The results indicated 
communication ability was the most important subject to be 
included in a management training program. First-line 
supervisors placed leadership training first and communication 
training second in importance for new managers (Jones, 1980). 
Both studies clearly indicate the need for communication skills 
to be taught in management training programs. 
In 1978, Frank Hunsicker surveyed successful managers from 
the United States Air Force. His study focused on broadening the 
list of skills needed for successful management. The importance 
of basic communication skills clearly dominated his findings. 
Hunsicker concluded the need for public and private school systems 
to develop communication based curriculums to help prepare people 
to become better managers. 11 If colleges and accredited agencies 
would only review their role in this process and act accordingly, 
the quality of the skills they impart to management could be 
greatly improved" ( p. 621) 
In summary, previous research suggests the emergence of a 
general pattern demonstrating the importance of communication 
skills in business and management. 
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Because of the importance of communication skills in the 
business setting, a number of speech communication researchers have 
analyzed the communication skills that are used and required by 
students entering the business world. 
In a 1972 Speech Communication Association Summer Conference, 
Kennicott and Schuelke suggested educators identify what 
communication skills are necessary in various careers and then 
develop courses which teach those skills. For many students this 
means equipping them with communication competencies which are 
beneficial and meaningful for functioning in business and 
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industry. In the 1980s, with the awareness of the necessity of 
communication and human relations movement, students must have 
specific communication training for effective on-the-job performance. 
A variety of researchers in speech communication have tried 
to adapt college speech communication instruction to on-the-job 
career needs of students (Lampton, 1973; Vogel, 1975; Wolvin & 
Wolvin, 1975). For the most part, current college training in 
communication does not meet the needs or reflect the practices 
of business (Clark, 1968; Rainey, 1972; LeNoir, 1975). The 
problem stems from not knowing precisely what communication 
competencies employers in corporate settings require of their 
employees. Since employers set criterion for job performance, 
hiring, promotion and firing, the perceptions of employers 
regarding the importance of specific communication skills would 
be valuable information to speech communi·cation instructors 
trying to meet the business communication needs of students. 
These needs cannot be met until employers' standards are known. 
Belohlov et al. (1974) surveyed executives in 250 of the 
largest businesses in the United States private sector. They 
asked the respondents 16 questions regarding expectations of a 
graduate business communication course. They asked very general 
questions such as, "Do communication skills count for anything 
when you hire an employee?" The data was insightful, but failed 
to yield much in specific information about the importance of 
skills needed on the job. 
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Several researchers analyzed the importance of communication to 
job performance in businesses. Wolvin et al. (1980), DiSalvo et al. 
(1976) and Kaplan (1979) were able to conclude from their data an 
emerging pattern of communication skills used in daily organizational 
activities as well as those skills necessary for job success. The 
pattern included: listening, advising, routine information 
exchange, persuading, small group problem solving, public speaking 
skills, interpersonal skills, group communication, communication 
channels and feedback systems. 
Finally, Jim Crocker in 1979 mailed a questionnaire to a 
random sample of personnel directors in the Greater Cincinnati 
Metropolitan area. The personnel director was chosen to receive 
the questionnaire because it was believed that this would be the 
person in the organization to know what skills his/her company 
was seeking for potential employees. The purpose of Cracker's 
study was to determine which communication skills employers feel 
are important for employees. In addition, a section in Cracker's 
survey asked employers to rank interviewing, public speaking, 
group discussion, listening, writing, reading and nonverbal 
communication in order of importance on the job. This section 
was included to replicate part of the work done by Wasylik et al. 
in 1976 (Crocker, 1979). 
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Wasylik's study (1976) had a two-fold purpose: (a) to 
quantify the nature and extent of organizations' communication 
training programs; and (b) to present such data collected from 
those individuals who actually conduct training. His study was 
an extension of earlier studies dealing with ~n-house communication 
training. Earlier studies, such as those conducted by Knapp (1969) 
and Hicks (1955), were primarily concerned with public speaking 
training. Wasylik et al. expanded upon public speaking and included 
other forms of communication training such as interviewing, listening 
and group discussion. As previously mentioned, a section of 
Cracker's and Wasylik's results agree on the order of importance 
of these communication skills. Clearly, listening was ranked 
first followed by writing. According to these researchers' results, 
both appear to be important communication skills on the job and in 
business. 
In Wasylik's 1976 study, trainers perceived increased production 
as a more important goal for communi.cation training than improved 
human relations. Wasylik felt this finding was a function of the 
economic condition of the 1970s: 
At the time our questionnaires were completed, the 
industrial community was facing hard times. Unemployment 
was high, wholesale and retail price indices were rising 
and production in many industries had curtailed. Under 
such economic conditions it is little wonder that increased 
production would be a more important objective than 
improved human relations. Perhaps under better economic 
conditions, -our sample of trainers would have perceived 
production concerns secondary to people concerns. 
(Wasylik et al., 1976) 
If Wayslik's speculation that economic conditions would 
influence training priorities is correct, then it is unlikely 
that survey results from the Central Florida market would be 
similar to the findings of his 1976 Pittsburgh study. 
In conducting this study in the Central Florida market in 
1986, there are different national and local economic conditions. 
For example, in 1976 the country was faced with high unemployment 
and high inflation. The Pittsburgh labor force ten years ago was 
primarily blue collar, unionized and employed by manufacturing and 
steel industries. In 1986, the Orlando work force was chiefly 
white collar and employed by service-oriented businesses. 
Additionally, national economic factors have changed in this 
decade. Specifically, inflation, prime interest rates and 
unemployment are lower; retail and commercial profits are higher 
than in 1976. At the same time, social scientists are theorizing 
the change from a manufacturing economy to a service economy, 
in which relationships are more inportant than physical products 
(Albrect & Zemke, 1985). Consequently, conclusions from past 
research (the Wasylik study in particular) cannot be generalized 
to Central Florida because of different economic, social and 
geographic differences. 
Secondly, previous research has failed to determine who 
evaluates and sel~cts employees for communication training. 
9 
Evaluation methods to assess the impact or change communication 
training programs had on the individual can be the sole responsibility 
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of employees, supervisors or management. Different companies vary 
in their follow-up methods for communication training programs. 
Some companies allow trainees to apply techniques and skills back 
on the job and adapt them to their own unique opportunities for 
communication. Therefore, training and development departments 
would distribute a delayed evaluation two to four months after the 
course is completed. This can be helpful feedback for the trainer, 
as well as the training department, to assure responsiveness to 
employee needs. 
An alternative is administering an evaluation at the end of 
each course. For this, a trainer can use a trainee reaction sheet 
or ask the trainees to give oral evaluations after completion of the 
training program. This often can produce useful comments and 
observations that can help a trainer revise his or her course 
for max i mum l ea r n i n g . However , Cr a i g (19 7 8 ) s ay s , 11 Th i s i mme di a t e 
evaluation can often produce trainee reactions to the pleasingness 
of the co u rs e rather than to i ts s k i 11 - bu i l d i n g v a l u e . 11 I n s u mma r y , 
different organizations utilize different methods of evaluation. 
Overall, it is the decision of each company to decide who and what 
procedure will be utilized in evaluating communication training 
programs. 
The previous information illustrates evaluative methods 
conducted by training departments. Some companies do not have 
formal evaluative processes for their employees, some are small 
enough to require the Vice Presidents and above to evaluate the 
effectiveness of training programs. Unfortunately, current research 
has failed to determine who evaluates the impact and/or change of 
communication training programs in Central Florida businesses. 
The nomination and selection process for training programs 
11 
can be the responsibility of employees, supervisors, management or 
training departments. Tracey (1984) stated, "Unquestionably, the 
best source of information about employees is their immediate 
supervisors." There again, this process will vary with individual 
companies . In some organizations, the nomination process could 
be the responsibility of the employee entirely or it could be the 
responsibility of the supervisor, manager, employee or Vice President. 
It is up to the company to decide what nomination process best fits 
its needs. The important selection consideration is to recognize 
employees who have demonstrated a need for additional training or 
who have shown potential for higher-rated jobs. Unfortunately, 
contemporary research has not isolated who characteristically 
selects participants for training in their companies. 
Tracey and Craig identified preferences in who should evaluate 
and nominate employees for training programs. Consequently, in the 
current study's second ju.stification, there is no attempt to identify 
a "best" evaluation or nomination technique rather to determine the 
multiple methods being utilized in the Central Florida market. 
Additionally, the present study attempts to expand Wasylik's 
research by includ]ng a broad sample. Wasylik et al. selected only 
in-house trainers within the Pittsburgh Chapter of the American 
Society for Training and Development (ASTD) population to survey. 
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This research project surveyed the entire Central Florida ASTD 
membership which consists of consultants, counselors and educators, 
as well as in-house trainers. This broader population will 
strengthen the input by receiving information from various sources 
not included in the Pittsburgh study. 
A major finding of Wasylik's 1976 study was trainers perceiving 
increased productton as a more important objective than communication 
training research that has examined a task-oriented industry such as 
military and government, to compare against service and manufacturing 
occupational groups. The current study added a military/government 
response to the occupational question (see question B). 
In summary, the current study contributes to communication 
research by focusing on communication training attitudes in Central 
Florida. Second, it attempts to determine who evaluates and 
selects communication training in the Central Florida market. 
Thirdly, the present study attempted to investigate a broad sample 
which includes consultants and educators, as well as in-house 
trainers. Finally, this study addressed an area previously 
uninvestigated by communication researchers by polling a task-
oriented industry (military/government) and comparing its 
communication training goals against other industries (s€rvice, 
manufacturing and production). 
Purpose 
Unlike other studies which surveyed in-house trainers 
(Wasylik, 1976), the present study used a broad sample of 
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consultants, educators and in-house trainers. In order to 
accomplish this the current study focused on the following 
questions. First, what is the nature and extent of contemporary 
in-house communication training? Second, who evaluates communication 
training? Third, who selects communication training? Finally, do 
those in military/government occupational groups perceive productivity 
as a more important goal for communication training than improved 
human relations? 
METHODOLOGY 
Data was obtained from questionnaires mailed to members of 
the Central Florida Chapter of the American Society for Training 
and Development. 
A total of 363 surveys were mailed. Members of the sample 
population were involved in various aspects of organizational 
training ranging from in-house trainers to professional consultants. 
Consequently, the questionnaires obtained information from individuals 
at all levels of training and development. 
The sample of 363 trainers represented a total of 135 
different corporations. The reason the sample size exceeds the 
number of different companies is that large corporations often 
have decentralized training departments, each of which may have 
it's own training staff. Therefore, the responses from trainers 
in each division were treated independently. 
A survey appropriate for data collection via mail was 
utilized. It was designed to take no more than 10 minutes to 
complete and the respondents were asked to mail it back as soon 
as possible. 
The questionnajre consisted of three pages. It contained 
two sections and 18 questions. Six of the questions related to 
demographic characteristics, and the remaining 12 questions focused 
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on real issues related to communication training. These latter 
questions were designed to elicit data relative to: (a) The 
perceived importance of various communication skills; (b) The 
types of skills being taught, (c) The target groups receiving 
training, (d) The goals of such training: (e) The attitudes of 
training personnel towards communication training, (f) Who selects 
participants for training and, (g) Who evaluates the impact of 
training. 
A cover letter was drafted explaining the purpose of the 
survey, giving the necessary instructions and urging participation 
in the project. 
The cover letter, self-addressed stamped envelope and 
questionnaire were then mailed to the subjects. The surveys 
were sent out in one batch and 55% were returned. Two weeks 
later, a follow-up method was used to increase the number of 
responses, yielding a.n additional 13% return rate. 
RESULTS 
Of the 363 questionnaires mailed, 248 were returned. This 
figure represents a 68% response rate. Nine of the returned 
questionnaires contained incomplete res pons es and were not 
included in the sample. Therefore, the final sample contained 
239 questionnaires. 
The first six questions on the survey were designed to 
provide data relative to the sample characteristics both in terms 
of individual respondents and their companies. As mentioned 
earlier, one of the objectives was to collect data from a sample 
of individuals who are involved in, or have an awareness of, 
organizational training. 
Responses to the first six questions may be summarized as 
follows: the typical respondent was female (65.7%), from a 
corporation employing over 1,000 persons (33.9%), with a 
Master's Degree (45.2%). The majority of respondents conducted 
training in profit or non-profit service-oriented industries (78.3%) 
and had an average of 7.5 years experience in training. More than 
half (65.7%) were not involved in training prior to their current 
position. 
In addition to demographic data, the survey addressed 
several training-related issues. The first question attempted to 
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determine how respondents ranked seven communication skills 
including interviewing, public speaking, group discussion, 
listening, writing, reading and non-verbal communication. The 
results of question one are summarized in Table 1. 
TABLE 1 
COMMUNICATION SKILLS AND THEIR MEAN IMPORTANCE 
COMMUNICATION SKILLS 
Listening 
Writing 
Group Discussion 
Interviewing 
Reading 
Speaking 
Non-Verbal Ability 
MEAN RANK 
2.1 
3.1 
3.8 
4.2 
4.4 
4.4 
.4. 8 
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The mean ranks indicate that listening was perceived as the 
most important communication skill followed by writing, group 
discusssion, interviewing, reading and speaking. Non-verbal ability 
was ranked as least important. 
The second question attempted to determine the percentage 
of respondents wh~ offered training in the communication skills 
listed in Question 1. Table 2 illustrates the responses to the 
second question. 
18 
TABLE 2 
% AND # OF COMMUNICATION SKILLS OFFERED IN TABLE 1 
SKILLS # OF RESPONDENTS 
OFFERING TRAINING % OF RESPONDENTS 
IN SKILL 
Listening 148 61. 9 
Interviewing 138 57.7 
Writing 122 51.0 
Non-verbal Ability 107 44.8 
Speaking 98 41.1 
Group Discussion 95 39.7 
Reading 66 27.6 
Analysis of the first two questions indicated that there 
was a parallel between the responses to questions one and two. 
Apparently, training personnel offer communication training in 
those areas perceived as most important in their companies. 
For example, 1 istening received the highest mean importance 
ranking for question one and the highest percentage of respondents 
offered training in this area. At the other end of the continuum, 
reading and speaking received lower mean importance rankings, and 
a lower percentage of respondents offered training in those skills. 
The third question requested respondents to estimate the 
percentage of employees that receive communication training in 
their organizations. As reflected in Table 3, responses indicated 
that 33.1% of the sample reported 0-20% of employees receiving 
training, 22.6% reported 21-40% received training, 20.1% 
reported 81-100% received training, 11.7% reported 61-80% 
received training, and 10% reported 41-60% received training. 
TABLE 3 
% OF EMPLOYEES RECEIVING COMMUNICATION TRAINING 
AMOUNT FREQUENCY % OF RESPONDENTS 
0 - 20% 79 33.1 
21- 40% 54 22.6 
41- 60% 24 10.0 
61- 80% . 28 11.7 
81-100% 48 20.l 
The responses indicated that 40% of the respondents 
employees receive communication training. 
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The fourth question attempted to determine which employees 
received training. Specifically, the respondents were asked to 
check those who received communication training in their 
companies. As reflected in Table 4, the three groups with the 
highest number of respondents offering training were employees, 
supervisors, manag~rs and upper level managers {22.2%), employees, 
supervisors and managers (17.6%) and employees and supervisors 
(13%). 
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TABLE 4 
TARGET GROUPS RECEIVING COMMUNICATION TRAINING 
EMPLOYEE TARGET GROUPS FREQUENCY % 
Employee, supervisor, 
management and above 53 22.2 
Employee, supervisor 
and manager 42 17.6 
Employee and supervisor 31 13.0 
Question five was designed to elicit respondents' 
perceptions of the importance of communication training. 
Answers to this question were scored along a five-point response 
continuum ranging from very important to very unimportant. Table 5 
reflects the number of ASTD members selecting each alternative. 
TABLE 5 
IMPORTANCE OF COMMUNICATION TRAINING 
LEVEL OF IMPORTANCE FREQUENCY % OF RESPONDENTS 
Very important 158 66.1 
Important t2 30.l 
Very unimportant 4 1. 7 
Neutral 3 1.3 
Unimportant 1 0.4 
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These data indicate the perceived importance of communication 
training to training personnel. Specifically, 96.2% of the 
respondents reported that training was either important or 
very important and only 1.7% felt that it was unimportant. 
The sixth question attempted to elicit data concerning the 
goals of communication training. Respondents were asked to 
prioritize four goals in terms of their importance for the 
organization. The most important goal was assigned the rank of 
1 and the least important was assigned the rank of 5. The four 
goals and their mean ranks are reported in Table 6. 
TABLE 6 
COMMUNICATION TRAINING GOALS 
COMMUNICATION GOALS 
Facilitate the exchange of 
ideas and/or information 
Increase productivity 
Facilitate human relations on the job 
Reduce interpersonal and intergroup conflict 
MEAN RANK 
2.04 
2.28 
2.6 
2.8 
The data indicates that the facilitation of the exchange of 
ideas and/or information and increased productivity were perceived 
as more important to their companies than the climate in which 
these goals are accomplished. More specifically, getting the 
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task done appears to be more important to our training personnel 
than the atmosphere in which the job was completed. 
The seventh question attempted to identify major barriers and 
obstacles to implementing communication training. The respondents 
were asked to check the appropriate barriers that influence 
communication training. The results are reported in Table 7. 
TABLE 7 
COMMUNICATION TRAINING BARRIERS 
BARRIER FREQUENCY 
Lack of awareness by 
management of the existence 
of a communication problem 131 
Lack of time 124 
Lack of continuous 
reinforcement of 
program objectives 117 
Lack of interest in solving 
problems when recognized 83 
Lack of sufficient funds 69 
Lack of interest in lower 
level employees in the program 43 
% 
54.8% 
51.9% 
49.0% 
37.4% 
28.9% 
18.0% 
These data indicate lack of awareness of management of the 
existence of a communication problem (54.8%) as the major 
barrier in implementing communication training followed by a 
lack of time (51.9%), lack of reinforcement of program objectives 
(34.7%), lack of interest (34.7%), lack of sufficient funds 
(28.9%), and lack of interest in lower level employees (18%). 
Question eight was developed for the purpose of 
investigating organizati-0nal development impact on companies. 
Specifically, this was a close-ended question asking if the 
respondent currently offers team building and corporate climate 
programs. More than half (58.6%) responded no and 38.9% 
responded yes; 2.5% did not respond. 
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The ninth question was designed to evaluate attitudes toward 
various statements related to communication training. The 
respondents were asked to check a four-point Likert scale 
ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The statements 
and their respective responses are summarized in Table 8. 
TABLE 8 
COMMUNICATION TRAINING ATTITUDES 
ATTITUDE ITEM 
Is a combination of natural 
talent and skill that may be 
developed by training and 
experience 
Is a skill that can be 
learned 
Is an ability that nearly 
all top managers possess 
Can never be developed by 
some people because of 
personality traits 
Is primarily a natural 
gift or talent 
Is best developed by years 
of experience on the job 
Is closely related to the 
amount of formal education 
a person has had 
# OF RESPONDENTS 
CHOOSING STRONGLY 
AGREE 
162 
146 
28 
22 
17 
12 
10 
% OF 
RESPONDENTS 
67.8% 
61.1% 
11. 7% 
9.2% 
7.1% 
5.0% 
4.2% 
Analysis of the above data indicated more than half of the 
respondents (67.8%) strongly agree that communication is a 
combination of natural talent and skill that may be developed 
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by training and experience. This sample also felt that communication 
is a skill that can be learned (61.1 %). 
The tenth question was designed to elicit perceptions of 
companies attitude toward communication training today as 
opposed to ten years ago. The three choices and their related 
responses are summarized in Table 9. 
TABLE 9 
RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR COMPANIES' 
ATTITUDES TOWARD COMMUNICATION TRAINING 
RESPONSE 
More concerned today 
Less concerned today 
No change 
FREQUENCY 
190 
41 
2 
% 
79.5% 
17.2% 
0.8% 
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The data indicated that communication training is considered 
an important part of modern business. 
The eleventh question produced information related to the 
selection process for communication training. The question 
asked respondents ''Who selects participants for communication 
training?" The frequency count and percentage for each response 
are summarized in Table 10. 
RESPONSE 
Management 
Supervisor 
TABLE 10 
PERSONS RESPONSIBLE FOR COMMUNICATION 
TRAINING SELECTION PROCEDURES 
FREQUENCY 
Self-appointed 
78 
30 
24 
% 
32.6% 
12.6% 
10.0% 
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According to these results, managers nominate their employees 
for communication training programs (32.6%) followed by supervisors 
(12.6%) and employee (10%). 
The last question was designed to derive information on who 
evaluates training. Specifically, this question asked respondents 
who evaluates impact/change of communication training? The five 
choices and their related replies are summarized in Table 11. 
RESPONSE 
Other 
Manager 
Training and 
Supervisor 
Peers 
TABLE 11 
PERSONS RESPONSIBLE FOR COMMUNICATION 
TRAINING EVALUATION PROCEDURES 
FREQUENCY 
54 
38 
Development 36 
19 
12 
% 
22.6% 
15.9% 
15.1% 
7.9% 
5.0% 
The preceding information indicates higher responses in 
the other category. Content analysis of this response indicated 
that many companies do not have a formal evaluation process. 
The following section presents results from a Mann Whitney-
Li-Wilcoxon statistical procedure used to ~nswer the fourth 
research question in this study. Does the military/government 
in comparison to service-oriented and manufacturing/production 
industries perceive productivity as a more important objective 
for communication training than improved human relations? 
This is a two sample nonparamatric test which does not 
assume anything about the distribution of the answers before the 
test is run. This procedure was used because it looks at mean 
rankings. It was appropriate to use for questionnaire item F 
because the respondents are asked to rank order the goals of 
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communication training in order of importance (1, m-0st important 
and 5, least important) (Cody & Smith, 1985, p. 126). 
28 
One significant relationship was found between the service 
(profit) and military/government occupational group (p<.03). The 
military/government respondents consistently ranked the goal of 
reducing interpersonal and intergroup conflict higher than the 
service industry. The results are summarized in Table 12. 
TABLE 12 
MANN WHITNEY-Li-WILCOXON RANK SUM FINDINGS 
Service (profit) 
Military/Government 
MEAN RANK 
89.06 
68.90 
CASES (n) 
140 
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Finally, the findings indicate the military/government 
business sector perceived human relations as an important goal of 
communication training. 
The last section presents results from a follow-up Chi Square 
test used to identify differences between occupational groups and 
all survey questions. 
Chi Square results indicated a significant relationship between 
educational background ·and occupational group (p<.001). The results 
are summarized in Table 13. 
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TABLE 13 
EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND OF OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS 
EDUCATION MAN/PROD SERV.(PROFIT) SERV.(NON-PRO.) MIL/GOV. 
% % % % 
Missing 
Responses 0 3 0 0 
High 
School 10 16 2 0 
Bachelors 24 36 19 17 
Masters 52 34 60 73 
Doctorate 14 11 19 10 
According to these results, the percentages indicate an 
educated sample. Specifically, 12% have Doctoral Degrees, 45% 
have Masters Degrees, 29% have four years of college, and 12% have 
a high school education (2% did not answer this question). 
Additionally, the military/government sector reported more 
Masters Degrees than other industries (73%) in this sample. 
A second significant relationship was found between 
occupational groups and not being in a training position prior 
to their current job (p<.027). The results are summarized in 
Table 14. 
YES 
NO 
TABLE 14 
TRAINING POSITION PRIOR TO CURRENT JOB 
MAN/PROD 
% 
61 
39 
SERV.(PROFIT) 
% 
31 
69 
SERV.(NON-PRO.) 
% 
34 
66 
MIL/GOV. 
% 
24 
76 
Finally, more than half of the military/government 
occupational group (76%) had not been in the training 
profession. On the other end, Man/Prod sector repo r te d 61% 
with prior training experience. 
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The breakdown in percentages for the data i ndica t ed 33% of the 
sample had a prior training position and 66% of this group had not 
been in traini~g before their current jobs. 
Lastly, Chi Square analysis found a significant r e lationship 
between occupational group and communication train i ng importance 
in solving organizational problems (p .027). The res ults ar e 
summarized in Table 15. 
Very important 
Important 
Neutral 
Unimportant 
TABLE 15 
COMMUNICATION TRAINING IMPORTANCE 
MAN/PROD SERV.(PROFIT) SERV.(NON-PRO.) 
% % % 
28 70 73 
72 25 23 
0 3 4 
0 2 0 
MIL/GOV. 
% 
63 
37 
0 
0 
Communication training is thought to be important to all 
occupational groups in helping to solve organizational problems. 
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Specifically, the service-oriented industries perceived communication 
training to be very important (profit 70%, non-profit 73%). 
Finally, 66 % of the population felt communication training was 
very important, 30% felt it was important, 3% were neutral and 1% 
felt it was unimportant. 
DISCUSSION 
The present investigation represented an attempt to provide 
answers to four previously unanswered quest i ans regarding communication 
training. 
First, it attempted to survey communication training attitudes 
in Central Florida. Specifically, the results of the investigation 
yielded several conclusions. 
Listening was perceived as the most important communication 
skill and non-verbal communication as the least important. This 
finding adds verification to previous research which reflects 
that listening skill is needed most frequently during an average 
workday (Burley-Allen, 1983). Non-verbal skills, on the other 
hand, were perceived as the least important by individuals 
involved in training and development. These results are 
harmonious with past research reported by Belohlov, Popp and 
Porte (1974) which ranked nonverbal skills as the lowest area to 
include in a training curriculum. While these results are clearly 
inferred by past research as well as the present survey, they 
appear somewhat contradictory since effective listening involves 
a variety of non-verbal techniques. 
0 the r re s u l ts f·r om the s u r v e y i n d i ca t e t ha t tr a i n i n g person n e 1 
offer communication training in those areas perceived as most 
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important in their companies. For example, listening received the 
highest mean importance ranking for question one and the highest 
percentage of respondents offered training in this area. 
The sample estimated less than half (40%) of the employees 
in their organizations were receiving communication training. 
Communication training was perceived to be important to this 
group of training personnel. The combined categories of very 
important and important total 96.2%. 
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The most important communication training goal reported involved 
facilitating the exchange of ideas and/or information, and the least 
important reported goal was reducing interpersonal and intergroup 
conflict. In other words, getting the job done (higher productivity) 
is more important than the atmosphere in which the job was completed. 
Lack of awareness by management of the existence of a 
communication problem (54.8%) and lack of time (51.9%) were the 
two highest training barriers. 
More than half of the respondents (67.8%) strongly agreed 
that communication is a combination of natural talent that may be 
developed by training and experience. 
The second question in this investigation asked who evaluates 
communication training. The re$ults indicated that companies do 
not have formal evaluation processes. This is likely because 
evaluation methods i.n communication training are difficult to 
execute. Beyond the level of immediate reactions, it is difficult 
to evaluate the long term impact of soft skill training. Short 
of pre-post evaluations based on job-related competencies, 
evaluations do little more than reflect subjective judgments of 
the communication training programs. 
The third general area considered by the present research 
involved the training selection process. Results indicated 
managers (32.6%) nominated their employees for communication 
training programs more than any other group. Supervisors had 
the second highest percentage at 12.6%. The results indicate 
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that the responsibility and accountability for employee development 
lies with the managers and supervisors. 
Unlike earlier research, the present survey gathered 
information from a sample of virtually all persons involved in 
training and development. Consequently, the results of this 
research yielded information about the characteristics of a 
broad sample of individuals in the training and development field. 
Unlike previous research which limited itself to in-house trainers, 
the current research surveyed in-house trainers, consultants, 
counselors and educators. The data gathered from this survey 
will hopefully increase our awareness of the attitudes of 
individuals involved in all aspects of training and development. 
Finally, current research has never investigated 
communication training goals of a task-oriented industry versus 
manufacturing/production, and service-oriented occupational groups. 
Specifically, this research indicated that there was a significant 
difference between the service (profit) occupational group and 
military/government respondents consistently ranked the goal of 
reducing interpersonal and intergroup conflict higher than the 
service industry. 
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There are two key points to discuss regarding this difference. 
First, there may be a sample bias based on my failure to separate 
active military personnel from military contractors in the survey 
response item. The clumping of military/government personnel 
could have slanted the results because this sample is primarily 
comprised of military contractors from companies such as SAIC, 
Advanced Technology and Eagle Technologies. Secondly, the 
military/government respondents favorably ranked human relations 
goal as being important to them. This could have been biased by 
military contractors who work on short term, training-related 
projects. In other words, many military/government respondents 
are high tech contractors and because of contract pressure and 
deadlines, it becomes increasingly important that teamwork and 
positive interpersonal communications be established early in 
the process. 
Finally, the present investigation may yield opportunities 
for future research. A follow-up study could replicate the 
survey utilized for this investigation on a nationwide 
population of training and development personnel. Such an 
effort could be gene~alized to other areas far better than the 
conclusions of the present study. 
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A second area for future research involves the conclusions 
of the present investigation regarding subjects in the military/ 
government sector. Since the present study combined these divergent 
areas, a fruitful extension would be to replicate the present 
survey with each portion of that sector, hence determining if 
significant differences exist between the two. 
Finally, further research is necessary to determine who is 
most suited to select and evaluate employees for communication 
training. 
It is sincerely hoped that the present research contributes to 
human relations training . 
APPENDIX A 
REPLICATION PERMISSION LETTER 
( 
October 16, 1986 
Dr. Lyle Sussman 
University of Louisville 
School of Business 
Louisville, Kentucky 40292 
Dear Dr. Sussman: 
I enjoyed talking with you yesterday. As per our conversation, 
I'm writing you for permission to replicate your study entitled; 
Communication Training as Perceived by Training Personnel. 
I'm presently completing my Masters Degree in Communication at 
the University of Central Florida in Orlando. My plans to 
replicate your study will fulfill the thesis requirements for 
this degree. 
I would appreciate any information you have on this paper. A 
copy of the questionnaire would be very helpful. 
Thanks so much for your time and interest. 
Sincerely, 
Kim Fleming 
University of Central Florida 
Graduate Student 
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APPENDIX B 
SURVEY COVER LETTER 
Ce[Ltial Florida Ch_llJ?__ter ___ _ 
P.O. Box 2156 • 222 S. Westmonte Drive, Suite 110 
Altamonte Springs, Florida 32715-2156 • 305/774-7880 
November 28, 1986 
Dear Fellow Human Resource Specialists: 
I'm serving as this years ASTD marketing chairperson and I'm 
working on my masters degree. I need your help. After working 
with you for several years, I decided this group would be the 
prime sample for my thesis research. Therefore, I have purchased 
the ASTD mailing list and am forwarding to you a questionnaire 
for completion. 
The purpose ·of this study is to quantify the nature and 
extent of in-house communication training. The questions are 
very clear, and the survey should not take more than 10 
minutes of your time. If you don't have the time to do this 
yourself you might want to delegate the task to another training 
professional. 
Please answer the questions as honestly and accurately as 
possible. All individual responses will be treated as anonymous 
and strictly confidential. I would appreciate it if you would 
complete the questionnaire ASAP, and return it to me in the 
enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope by December 19, 1986~ 
Your response is important to the success of this study. I 
appreciate your help with it. If you're .interested in the survey 
results, please don't hesitate to contact me. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
IU.m Fleming 
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APPENDIX C 
1986 SURVEY 
COMMUNICATION TRAINING 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
Please read each question carefully and answer them as they apply 
to your organization. By "conununication training" we mean training that 
enables organizational members to more efficiently send and receive 
messages. 
I. BACKGROUND DATA 
A. Size of employee base (circle one) 
less than 100 100-249 250-500 500-750 750-1000 greater 
B. Type of organization (circle one) 
1. Manufacturing and/or Production 
2. Service - Profit 
3. Service - Nonprofit 
4. Military/Government 
C. Your educational background (circle one) 
1. High School 
2. Three years or less of college 
3. Four years of college Major~~~~~-
4. Masters 
5. Doctorate 
D. What was your position prior to your present job 
description?~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
E. Years of experience in training. 
F. Sex 
___ Male 
II. QUESTIONS 
___ Female 
A. Rank order the following conununication areas in terms of 
how important you feel they are to your organization. (1, 
most important - 7 least important) 
Interviewing 
--Public .Speaking 
--Group Discussion 
--Listening 
--Writing (e.g.,memos, business letters, etc.) 
--Reading 
Non-Verbal Conununication 
B. Check the communication areas you currently offer in 
your training programs. 
Interviewing 
--Public Speaking 
--Group Discussion 
--Listening 
--Writing (e.g.,memos, business letters, etc.) 
--Reading 
__ Non-Verbal Communication 
** SEE REVERSE SIDE ** 
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can never be developed by some people because of 
personality traits 
strongly agree ~ strongly disagree . 
is closely related to the amount of formal education a 
person has had 
strongly agree ~ strongly disagree 
is best developed by years of experience on the job 
strongly agree ~ strongly disagree 
J. Is your organization more or less likely to be concerned 
about communication training today than it was 10 years ago? 
(check one) 
~~More likely today ~~Less today ~~No change 
K. Who selects participants for communication training? 
~~Supervisor ~~Self-appointed ~~Management ~~Other 
L. Who evaluates impact/change. of communication training? 
~~Supervisor~~Manager~~Peers~~Training & Development 
~~Other 
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APPENDIX D 
1986 FOLLOW-UP LETTER 
Central Florida Chal!__te_~----
P.O. Box 2156 • 222 S. Wcstmonte Drive. Suitt' 110 
AJtamonte Springs, Florida 32715-2156 • 3051774-7880 
December 19,1986 
Dear Central Florida ASTD Member: 
Recently you received a survey designed to elicit your 
feedback concerning communication training in today's 
organization. This survey will help me complete my Masters 
degree in Communications. 
I am writing to remind you to return your questionnaire as 
soon as possible. As noted in the initial cover letter, all 
responses will be treated confidentially. 
I want to thank you sincerely for your cooperation and wish 
you a very Merry Christmas and a wonderful year in 1987. 
Kim Fleming 
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APPENDIX E 
CORPORATION LISTING OF RESPONDENTS 
COJRT ALTERNATIVES 
Marlene L. Schiro 
CREATIVE DINl~/GENERAL MILLS 
Cynthia Hasenau 
CREATIVE TRAINlt-G ~PTS 
Darby Ann Neptune 
CREATIVISICl'J, lf'.C. 
Rick Glasby 
Susan A. Golda 
David L. Harter 
OJSTCM TRAIN I t-G SYSTEMS , I f'.C. 
Sandra W. Scaggs, Ed.D. 
DAVGAR RESTAURANTS, lf'.C. 
Joseph R. Hayes 
DAYT(Xl.IA ~ITY COLLEGE 
Marie T. Walker 
DELTA BUSINESS SYSTEMS 
Barbara S. Poole 
D8'NY'S REST~ 
Michael D. Nagel 
DICCESE a= 001..NI()() 
George Fournier 
DISCCLNT AUTO PAATS 
Wickard D. Workman 
DYNAMIC CXNTROL CORPORATICl'J 
Susan Emerson Baxa 
Car I Er lesson 
Elaine Espy Kirchner 
Patt McCann 
Barbara Michalek 
Janice Warren 
E&B <:x:l'JSULTANTS 
Ear I Gowen 
EPOLE TEa-..-.o_ooy, I NC. 
Nina lssenberg 
Bette R. Jones 
Karen K. Metcalf 
Mark S. Thush 
EAST CENTRAL FLORIDA CO-..ISORTIL.M 4 
Er In McCo I skey 
EBS ll°'CORPORATED 
Linda Morash 
EM>IRE OF MERICA 
Naomi Farwel I George 
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EPILEPSY ASSOCIATICN CF CENTRAL FLORID. 
Lynn Walston 
EQJlf'OX 
R. Blair Croson 
ESSEX CORPORATICN 
Dennis Baltzley 
FLORIDA t-DSPITAL ASSOCIATICN 
WI I Ii am A. Schumacher 
FLORIDA t-DSPITAL ~DIC'AL CENTER 
Mary Ann Black 
FLORIDA INF~evENT SERVICES 
Kerry R. Bruce 
Mau r e en H. F I r1 k 
Alyssa Halstead 
Bi I I Mc Ou at t er s 
Nancy J. O'Mara 
Lynn Price 
Janis Santomassino 
FLORIDA SALES & MARKETI~ INSTITIJTE 
Joni C. Martin 
FREEDCM SAVlf\GS & LQA.N ASSOCIATICl'J 
Jayml Damron 
Di x i e L. Ha I I er 
Kar en Mi I I er 
LI nda Part Iii 
GENERAL MILLS RESTAURANT DIVISICN 
Jeff Pelletier 
Barbara Richuels 
GLEf\DA McCLURE & ASSOCIATES 
GI end a McC I u re 
GLOBAL CRANE INSTITIJTE, 11\C. 
Robert H. Coulombe, Sr. 
GRAY SYSTEMS , I NC. 
Suzanne Gray 
Carol Sue Tamsett 
GRLM#N TED-NICAL SERVICES 
Mark Morgan 
H.R.D. GROJP 
Harry F. McKnight 
HALIFAX I-OSPITAL MEDICAL CENTER 
Linda K. Massie 
Sandi O'Neal, RN 
~CXURT BRACE J<NN-CN I a-f, I t-c. 
Barbara H. Shank 
~ISO-,, CQ\FEREJ'ICE CENTERS 
H. Edward Spangler, Q-iSE 
HOTEL ROYAL PLAZA 
Sally Archambault 
HULL, LEVINE & ASSOCIATES 
Miriam Hui I, Ph.D. 
Hl.l#N FACTORS LABORATORY 
Cheryl J. Hamel, Ph.D. 
t-fLfvW-.i POTENTIAL RESEARQ-i DEVELOPtENT 
Faye L. Hobbs 
t-fLfvW-.i SYSTEM DEVELO~ ASSOCIATI0-..1 
Dr. Larry E. Webb 
HUSKEY REALTY 
Melinda Brody 
HYATT REGEJ'.CY GRAND CYPRESS 
Jeanne M. Daly 
IWRCNED READlf\G CENTER OF FLORIDA 
James M. Davis 
lt.vlVIDUAJ... & F.AMILY lliERAPY 
Eve Homburger 
INSTlnJTE FOR PROFESSICNAL DEVELOPtENT 
Richard Roberts 
INSTllUTE OF INTERNA.L AUDITORS 
Sally J. Gorndt 
IVEY'S OF FLORIDA 
Teresa Kettner 
Pam Lal lath In 
Ann Meier, Ph.D. 
Pa t t I Won de r I I n 
JQR().AN Mt\RSH 
Barbara Mauricette 
J~IOR AO-ilEVBJENT 
Jerry Mathis 
KENTEQ-f TRA I NI t"3, I re. 
Ron Arnold 
Che r y I Ma I I o y 
LEILANI M. BERTRAM co-t.>ULTll'-G 
Lei Ian I M. Bertram 
M.S.V.P. SYSTEMS, I~. 
Veronica Dotterweich 
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MANAGBvENT & LEADERSHIP DEVELOPfvENT 
John A. Soito 
Rachel Matut 
MARTIN MARIETTA 
Teresa Mi tche 11 
MA.RTIN MARIETTA DATA SYSTEMS 
Loretta Bargman 
Linda Graddy 
Maggie Jones 
Rosal le Londeree 
Wi I I i am McC I u re 
Bob McEachnle 
t-MRTIN MARIETTA OF ORLA1'VO AE.ROSPACE 
Bob Adkins 
Jeff Davis 
Rose Renda Dority 
Sylvester Smith 
Carol Smith, Ph.D. 
Bill Wise 
MARTIN MA.RIETTA. AEROSPACE/UCF 
Jeremiah E. Woolsey 
McDGf\ELL DOJGLAS ASTRO'-'AUTICS 
Jack Andrews 
Mary Settle 
McOQl.l£LL DOJGLAS CORPORATIO-.J 
Nancy Gober 
MENTAL HEALll-f SERVICES OF ORMGE a::u--n · 
Linda E. Bowen 
Karen M. Lachance 
MID-FLORIDA TEa-l'JICAL INSTITUTE 
Robert J. Clark 
Patricia C. Foreman 
M::X:XJL.AR INFORMl\Tl()\j SYSTEM 
Jim Brownlee 
~LTIVARIANT LEARNlf'.G SYSTEMS 
Dr. George T. DeSau 
NAVAL TRAINlf'.G CENTER 
Lynda J. Alvarez 
Thomas E. Gwise 
Brenda Hubbard 
Delora McDaniel 
Barbara J. Reinhardt 
Mary (Dee) Sheppe 
NEW JERSEY DEPARlMENT OF CIVIL SERVICE 
La r r y P. Cate I I 
NORAND (X)RP()RATl()\j 
Charlene G. Turner 
~TI-IROP SERVICES. lf'C. 
Richard E. Picton, 11 
OPEN LEARNIN3 SYSTEMS 
Sarah.Havl land Blackmun 
ORAl\GE COJNTY 
Jennif~r J. Rowe 
~E COJNTY DEPARTIENT/SOCIAL SERVICES 
Marjor~e E. Spence 
O~E COJNTY PUBLIC sa-m...s 
Jef frey•Atwood 
Lorraine C. DiNapol i 
J an i c e ( Jan ) Mu I I i g an 
Harry Rei n hart 
Joseph E. Stephens 
Dr. Wilfred F. Still 
Nancy A. Teague 
Lynne Thibodeau 
Lea A. Widener 
OR.AN3E COJNTY s.-ERIFF'S OFFICE 
Kitty S. Boynton 
~E COJNTY COJRT ALTERNATIVES 
Barbara A. Mi 11 s 
OR:i.A.NIZATl()\j STRUClURE ASSOCIATl()\j 
Fred A. Ruoff 
ORLN-VO REGICNA.1- ~DICAL CENTER 
Charlotte C. Rentz 
PATI-Flf'OERS ~SELIN:> 
Dr. Walter E. Barker 
PRIVATE l~STRY ~IL 
Paul Martin 
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PROFESSICNAL C'Cl'>lSULTlr-.G ASSOCIATES 
Karen R. McKenzie 
RN.A INTEGRATED SYSTEMS 
Constance L. Picard 
RADISS()\j PLAZA H:>TEL OF QRLAU)() 
Ann Switzer 
RED LOBSTER IN\IS OF MERICA 
Ronnie Burgess 
Fred Burley 
Kent Fr Its 
Sam Jones 
Raphael R. Kavanaugh, Ph.D. 
Jason Scarlata 
ROLLINS COLLEGE 
Richard Bommelje 
ROL LI NS COL LEGE/ CCNT 11\l.J I r-.G EDUCA Tl a-J 
Sharon Lusk 
SAIC 
Douglas B. Elam 
S~E & ASSOCIATES 
James Sammone 
SO-OOL BOARD OF BREVARD CXU\fTY 
Susan Jones . . Preston 
SC I ENCE APPLI CATI a-JS INST. CORPORATI er~ 
Dr. Rita L. Graham 
Lonnie E. Griesemer 
Douglas R. Thomson 
Jeanine Wi I I iamson 
SEA 'M:>RLD OF FLORIDA 
James A. Ferruzzi 
Kathey Rios 
Beth Set lers 
. SEaJRITY FIRST FEDERAL SAVlt-.GS & LOA.N 
Lauren Ann Jones 
SELECTIVE lf\l\OVATIO'-JS RESEARO-i 
Jacque I ine Stenger 
SEMltO...E <XJJNTY M::NTAL HEALll-i 
Richard L. Sorensen, Ph.D. 
Maggie Thomas 
SEMltO...E <XJJNTY PUBLIC HEALll-i 
Col teen S. Cart 
SEVILLE TRAINIJ\G DIVISl<l'J 
Diane H. Boone 
Sl-ERAT°" LAKESIDE IN'-1 
Janet MacDonald 
SOUlHEAST MA.N.AGBvENT c:x:l'JSULTANTS 
Harry Nickerson 
SOUTHEASTERN ACADfM'f, INC. 
Jo Anne Mi I I e r 
Joy Suttle 
STATE OF FLORIDA DEPT./TRANSPORTATIO\I 
Joan A. Maxwel I 
STATE OF FLORIDA/JOB SERVICE 
Donald R. Abberton 
STET~ UNIVERSITY 
Dr. Jackson C. Stevens 
SOOllERN BELL 
Donna Davis 
Sll'J BANK, NA. 
Elaine Corbin 
Pat Green 
Judy Hay 
Barbara W. Kamn 
Nancy K. Moor 
Karen Newsome 
Ma r t ha C. Sm i t h 
SLN BANK, NA./CARD CENTER 
Ros ema r y Ne r i 
Sl.N BANK, NA./SOUTH ORLANDO OFFICE.. 
Krista Clark 
Terri Gillis 
Victoria M. Kline 
SUN BANKS OF FLORIDA 
Lisa Downs 
Robert Eicher 
Edith Gandy 
Jorge Miyares 
SLNJANK SERVICE ~T 
Eve Hoth 
Estel la A. Hurwi tch 
Barbara Shackelford 
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SERVICE lf\()(JSTRY TRAINll'G DEVEL. cO. 
Joe H. "Casey" Jones 
1liE EXE CUT I VE SPEAKER, I NC. 
Dr. Peggy Spears Frailey 
TI-£ FIRST 
Deborah Clark 
1liE FORLM CORPORATIO'-J 
Bonnie Rae Jensen 
1l-iE ORLANDO CQ\ISULTI~ GROJP 
John Richard Curtis 
1l-iE ORLANDO SENTINEL 
Kimberly Cheryl Fleming 
Chuck Whiting 
TOPICS LNLIMITED 
Ed Baranowski, CCUE 
TRAINI~ RESEAROi GRCX.JP · 
David W. Meier 
TRAVELERS/EBS 
Susan Burns 
TIJPPERWARE ~ PARTIES 
Becky Cherney 
Jean El,lbanks 
Terry Kersey 
Pat Molnar 
Ann Thompson 
Francine Watkins 
U.S. POSTAL SERVICE 
Ethel M. Bensted 
UNITED TELEPl-«:)\lE CXJ.JPPNY OF FLORIDA 
Linda M. Gibbs 
T. Lave I le Rixie 
U°'llTEO TELEJ>t-CNE SYSTEMS/FLORIDA GROJP 
Nevi I le Blakemore 
Jacque I lne Brock 
Wayne Davis 
Pat Leeks 
Janet Londers 
John McElroy 
Carol Jean Painter 
Sherry Rigdon 
Dai I e y Sm I th 
Linda Wenz 
UNIVERSITY OF CENTRAL FLORIDA 
Jean Aichele 
Dr. Richard A. Corne I I 
Mary Al ice Hartman 
Terry Lewis 
Joanne M. Olson 
Brad Po II ins 
Barry W. Siebert 
VALEf\CIA ~ITY ca_LEGE 
Dr. Anthony J. Beninati 
Rosemary B. Closson 
Margo Godfrey 
Ray G. Love 
Joanne MacPherson 
Ruth Nicholson 
Myrna Wolf 
VEDA, lf'C. 
Rita Giambrone Huff 
Gerard H. Ke I I y 
VI <XlRP RESTAURANT, I f'C. 
W i n s ton Ha I I 
Vl<XlRP VILLN3E lt'1'-J RESTAURANTS 
Michael E. Sudbury 
VISICN MJLTlt.;EDIA 
Peter F. Travers 
VISITlf\G f\IJRSE ASSOCIATIO\l 
Phylann S. Fusco 
VOLUNTEER CENTER 
Jean T. Sh a r p_e 
VORM::RK USA, I f'C. 
Nora A. Suning 
W. B. JO-l'JSQ\I PROPERTIES 
Gae W. Boyd 
WALT DISNEY v.oRLD ~/WY 
Ken Bates 
Dennis Frare 
Mary Jacobson 
Richard A. Johnson 
Cher Levine 
Va I e r I e Ob e r I e 
Randy Reardon 
Guy Smith 
WATSCN REALTY CORPORATI0'-1 
Kathleen J. Caldwel I 
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WESTl~SE ELECTRIC CORPORATIO\l 
Constantine Ferriola 
WILLI.AM A. BRG\N & ASSOCIATES 
W i I I i am A. Br own 
WILSCN YtORLD HJTEL MAit-GA.TE 
Connie Pl int-Foote 
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